Based on previous research suggests that programs which are more supportive of English learners' (ELs) native language help them better acquire academic language and skills and that additional cognitive development allows more linguistically complex writing, this research study examines compositions of three groups of 15 5th grade students, including one group of non-ELs and two groups of ELs enrolled in different types of programs for ELs in order to determine the linguistic complexity of their writing. The research found that ELs who were in a program more supportive of their home language wrote longer and more linguistically complex essays than those who were not and even showed signs of writing longer and more linguistically complex essays than non-ELs.
Introduction and Literature Review
Students who arrive at school and do not speak English face many issues in acquiring the academic skills necessary for success in United States (US) schools, meaning that their academic attainment lags behind students who arrive at school already speaking English. Much of the cause of this general delay in academic attainment relates to language skills, although other factors may play a role. In particular, English learners (ELs) need to master both the everyday social form of their new language as well as its special discourse necessary for success in school. As has long been noted, school age ELs are much quicker in acquiring social conversational skills-generally within two years, whereas the academic skills of ELs take five to seven years to approach grade norms (Cummins, 1984) . Academic language is a special variety of English that is much more complex than everyday language and demands more time for mastery for ELs (Wilkinson & Silliman, 2012) . Because of the differences in terms of language characteristics and speed of acquisition, Cummins (1984) labeled the social variety as basic intercommunicative skills (BICS) and the academic form as cognitive/academic language proficiency (CALP). In general, academic language has a more difficult and less frequent lexicon, more complex syntax, and more formal discourse patterns (Baily, Butler, Stevens, & Lord, 2007) . In addition to being more cognitively demanding in terms of language characteristics in comparison to social language, Cummins (1984) also pointed out that academic language frequently has fewer contextual clues to support the ELLs in their acquisition of the novel forms.
The delay in the acquisition of academic language is commonly cited as a justification for bilingual education, allowing the ELs to continue their higher-level cognitive development through their home language while they are working on acquiring English in all of its forms. For example, Cummins (1984) made exactly this argument:
Spanish instruction that develops first language (L1) reading skills for Spanish-speaking students is not just developing Spanish skills: It is also developing a deeper conceptual and linguistic proficiency that is strongly related to the development of English literacy and general academic skills. (p. 22) In comparison, English-only advocates argue that bilingual education delays acquisition of skills in English and have had some notable political success in limiting or banning bilingual education in several states like California, Arizona, and Massachusetts (Rossell & Kuder, 2005) . However, research looking at the early results of bilingual education in the initial grades has agreed that the program does not delay English literacy acquisition (Durán, Roseth, & Hoffman, 2010; Slavin, Madden, Calderón, Chamberlain, & Hennessy, 2011) and that existing empirical evidence indicates the superiority of the bilingual approach for overall educational attainment for language minority students (Slavin & Cheung, 2005) . In fact, available evidence indicates that programs that emphasize continued acquisition of both languages over the long term actually result in stronger English language skills than programs focused on transitioning to English. Overall, as ELs progress through school bilingual programs have helped them make greater academic progress than programs that exclusively use English (Francis, Lesaux, & August, 2006) and bilingual programs of shorter duration and that emphasize rapid transitioning to English are less successful in allowing ELs to catch up and even surpass normal grade level test scores (Thomas & Collier, 1997) . In general, greater time to adjust to advanced language skills needed to master academics in the second language as well as continued development of the home language seems to help ELs the most and helps them make the most progress in developing increased metalinguistic awareness (Carlisle, Beeman, Davis, & Spharim, 1999) . In fact, bilingualism, in general, has been shown to give leaners gradually greater metalinguistic awareness over a period of five years of continued learning of both languages (Bialystok, Peets, & Moreno, 2012) .
The effect of greater overall language mastery afforded by greater support of the student's home language in longer duration bilingual programs while they are mastering a new language should be found in all language modalities, including listening, speaking, reading, and writing, the focus of this study. In some ways, writing is the most cognitively demanding of the four modalities, typically involving advanced planning and greater control to achieve the writer's intentions in communicating meaning to potential readers, forcing the writer to manipulate real world knowledge along with linguistic skills like knowledge of discourse patterns, lexical knowledge, and syntactic knowledge, as well as knowledge about potential readers (Perfetti & McCutchen, 1987) .
As students progress through school, their writing skills develop on numerous levels, leading to the production of texts of greater complexity. The increased quality of writing corresponds with increases in underlying skills, starting with lower level skills (like motor control and phoneme segmentation) in the lower grades (Abbott, Berninger, & Fayol, 2010; Berninger et al., 1994; Berninger et al., 1992) and moving into higher level skills in the higher grades and in adult writers (like executive control and greater working memory) (Berninger, Fuller, & Whitaker, 1996; Berninger et al., 2010; Perfetti & McCutchen, 1987) . The increase in older, more experienced writers' underlying cognitive abilities allows them to attend to additional textual features, such as coherence and cohesion using increasing complex syntax to relate ideas and planning and revising to ensure the piece's interpretation by the reader (McCutchen, 1986; Perfetti & McCutchen, 1987) .
ELs who are in the process of mastering writing in an additional language should see the same progression of cognitive skills, thereby, allowing them to increase the complexity of their writing. Also, many writing skills developed in their home language should transfer into their new language. As noted in a report by the National Literacy Panel, "Research on the development of writing skills in English-language learners is extremely sparse, and research on cross-linguistics influences in the acquisition of writing skills by English language learners is even more sparse" (Genesee, Geva, Dressler, & Kamil, 2006, p. 169) . What little empirical evidence exists does suggest that native language writing skills support writing in the additional language. For example, Edelsky (1982) investigated the native and additional language writing of 1st, 2nd, and 3rd graders in a bilingual program, finding that knowledge of writing in the native language aided writing in English, allowing knowledge of the writing process, writing conventions, etc.. Lanauze and Snow (1989) examined the writing of 4th and 5th graders in a Spanish-English bilingual program for linguistic complexity, linguistic variety, and semantic content, finding that only the linguistic variety ratings demonstrated significant cross-linguistic influence and only for writers rated as having high proficiency in Spanish and low in English, suggesting that mastery of skills in one language can be recruited into the other language (and that these writers did so). In an additional study of bilingual children in the first three grades learning literacy in English, Davis, Carlisle, and Beeman (1999) found transfer from English to Spanish, with writing in English (the language of instruction) between the 1st and 2nd grades and with improvements transferring to Spanish (the uninstructed native language) in the 3rd grade. Similarly, Francis (2000) found transfer from a language of instructed literacy (Spanish) to a non-instructed native language (Náhuatl) in the writing of 3rd and 5th grade bilinguals, but that Náhuatl also influenced their writing in Spanish through cross linguistic influence or interlanguage. In a longitudinal study of Dutch, secondary students learning to write in English as a foreign language, Schoonen et al. (2011) found a strong relationship between native and additional language writing ability through modeling and that additional language writing correlated even more strongly with linguistics knowledge and fluency than native language writing. Finally, studying adults writing in an additional language, Cumming (1989) found that both writing expertise and additional language proficiency explained the quality of written texts, with writing expertise contributing to the organization of discourse and content and additional language proficiency adding to the overall quality of writing without affecting the discourse organization.
In summary, all relevant studies to date of writers learning their craft in an additional language argues for the facilitative nature of knowledge of writing even when acquired in a native language different from the target language. The present research examines the English writing of ELs who have received services using different program approaches (maintenance Spanish-English bilingual program compared to English immersion with pullout English as a second language [ESL] support) to determine if a difference exists in the overall quality of their writing in English. The study started with the hypothesis that a program more supportive of the native language, allowing the EL additional time to work on cognitive skills and to increase their skills in both languages, thereby, supporting bilingualism and metalinguistic awareness, would result in qualitatively better writing in terms of linguistic complexity.
Method Subjects
Three groups composed of 14 5th grade students were recruited from school districts in Northern Illinois. The school districts were selected for their similarities in terms of demographics, but also for their differences in program type for instructing ELs. One group of ELs came from a district that gave students support in both English and Spanish, teaching literacy skills in both languages in a maintenance bilingual program. Another group of ELs were enrolled in a district that immersed them in regular English speaking classrooms, while offering them additional help to learn English with ESL pullout support services. The control group came from the same school district as the ELs receiving pullout ESL and was composed of non-ELs who came to school speaking English as their primary language and did not receive any language support services of any kind. To control for socio-economic status, all participants qualified for the school lunch program. All participants had stayed in the same school district from the beginning of their education. All EL participants came from Spanish-speaking backgrounds.
Design and Materials
An English writing sample was collected from all participants, in a controlled manner in the different schools, with the same writing prompt. Coordination with cooperating teachers in both school districts ensured the use of the same writing prompt in similar contexts and with identical time and instructional requirements. All teachers received instructions asking them to give the 5th grade participants the following prompt with the same pre-teaching activity and allowing the same amount of writing time:
Fifth Grade Narrative Writing Prompt
Write about a time you experienced or learned something for the first time. It could be when you first rode a bike or learned a new game. It could have been your first day of school, your first train or plane ride, or your first trip to an amusement park. First experiences are special for some reason. They may be funny, scary, or exciting. Be sure and give your narrative a clear beginning, middle, and end, with details in the proper order.
The resulting writing sample was examined for linguistic complexity using various measures, including number of words, number of t units (Hunt, 1977) , mean length of t unit, number of noun phrases (NPs), percentage of NPs that were pronominal, number of NPs per t unit, number of subject NPs, number of words per verb phrase, number of words per verb complex, use of organizational and transitional words and phrases, and use of non-finite constructions. Sophistication of vocabulary was established by comparing the frequencies of nouns, verbs, and adjectives using SUBTLEXus database (Brysbaert & New, 2015) . Tracking the use of organizational words and transitional phrases compared the cohesion and organization of the essays. All essays were examined by two coders, who independently analyzed each essay before entering into discussion to come to consensus on the final analysis.
Results
The narrative writing prompt yielded 42 essays on a limited variety of topics, with two main strands of responses. The most essays (18) concerned a trip, with seven of them centering on a first airplane trip, including two about trips to Florida, one to California, one to Europe, and three without a stated destination. An additional seven essays concerning trips recounted outings to amusement parks, including two essays about water parks in the Wisconsin Dells and three with a destination of Six Flags. An additional travel essay discussed when the writer migrated to the US, another concerned a trip to Mexico and two more were about outings to Chicago. The second most common topic from the prompt was about learning a skill, including five essays about learning to ride a bicycle, four about learning to play an instrument or sing, three about learning to play soccer, two about learning to rollerblade or skate, one about cheerleading, and one about competing in 
Essay Length
Clearly, the maintenance group wrote longer essays in the time allotted than the other groups, averaging 264 words per essay in comparison to 145 for the ESL group and 157 for the non-ELs as demonstrated in Figure 3 . The one-way ANOVA comparing groups was significant (F(2, 37) = 11.066, p = 0.000). The difference was confirmed by t-tests, with the essays written by the maintenance subjects having significantly more words than those written by the ESL pullout subjects (t(24) = -4.235, p = 0.000) and those written by the control group of non-ELs (t(25) = -3.608, p = 0.001). Subject 37 in the maintenance group wrote the longest essay with 435 words on two pages (see Figure 4) .
The maintenance group also wrote more T-units than both the other groups, averaging 34.53 T-units per essay in comparison to 9.77 for the ESL group and 20.57 for the non-EL group. The one way ANOVA showed significance (F(2, 37) = 5.471, p = 0.008). The maintenance group's number of T-units was significantly greater than the ESL group's (t(24) = -3.011, p = 0.006) and the non-EL group's (t(25) = -2.607, p = 0.015). In fact, the number of words was highly correlated with T-units, with a coefficient of correlation of r 2 = 0.780 (see As no ESL pullou interesting outlier (see Repeated d
For th variation w between gr According significant THE L oted in Table  ut averaging to note that e Figure 6 ). discussion bet he standard with 5.05 com roups was sta to t-tests, th (t(24) = -2.1 LINGUISTIC Figure 5 .
1, the differe 9.09 words p subject 6 in t It is also th tween both co and more linguistically complex essays than EL participants in a pullout ESL model. The maintenance group wrote more significantly words, more T-units, more NPs (all correlated) than both ESL and non-EL groups. They also wrote significantly more pronouns and NP subjects, had significantly more average words in verb phrsase than ESL group, used non-finite constructions significantly more than both ESL and non-EL groups, and trended toward significantly more organizational and transitional words and phrases than the ESL group. The maintenance group writers also showed signs of greater variation in writing by having significantly higher variation in average T-unit length (SD) than ESL and non-EL groups having significantly higher variation in average of NPs per T-unit (SD) than ESL and non-EL groups and trending to significantly more variation in average words in VP and average words per verb than ESL group.
The results of this experiment provide additional evidence that programs that are more supportive of ELs' L1 also help them acquire better writing skills in English. The findings, in fact, argue that this model best supports English development in all language modalities since writing is commonly viewed as the hardest modality (Perfetti & McCutchen, 1987) . The results revalidate Cummins (1984) conception that learning in the L1 transfers to the second language (L2). It also agrees with much research that has found longer duration bilingual programs superior in allowing ELs to achieve academic success (Slavin & Cheung, 2005; Francis et al., 2006; Goldenberg, 2008; Thomas & Collier, 1997) . In general, the findings suggest that bilingual programs of longer duration better allow ELLs to acquire the academic language of school, in addition to the cognitive benefits of bilingualism Bialystock et al., 2012) .
In particular, these results are significant in examining EL attainment based on the services they received in the understudied area of writing, which as the most cognitively demanding modality serves as a good reference of overall language skills. By examining their writing skills in the L2, which all participants have been working on in the different programs type, the results suggest that learning to write in the native language is supportive of learning to write in the new language, agreeing with previous research finding a facilitative effect Francis, 2000; Shoonen et al., 2011; Cumming, 1989) . In general, the results support approaches to teaching ELs that view their home language as a resource that can be further developed and used to aid learning English.
